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-

niniaal conpetency testing is the most :ecent

evolution of the accountability .movement and of the COBEEtency based
education movement. It focuses on the basic acadeaic skills of
reading, writing, and aritheatic. It présumes the state viJl set
educational objectives, arnd that the local schocl district will
conduct its program so that the cbjectives will be achieved. It

‘enphagiZes ainimal quectives for grade promoticm or bigh schocl

graduation. It sypposes that a statewide test will determine whether
the objectives are attained. It assumes that scientific management of

the schools will notE
and resources to al

1y -provide equal distributicn cf clportumities
children but will also result in all chkildrep

learning to read, vrite. and ‘do arithmetic. Growing bureaucratjization
afid centralization in|education are the result.of efforts by

policynakers to solve’ edncational proklems. The authcr ccrncludes
that: (1) higher levels of government shculd be concerned with
promoting equality of educational, opportunity;

»

(2)- the standards and

operation of schools should be the responsibility of lccal hoards of

-education. -and (3) minisal competency testing will nct sclve the

problea of the'.mimority of teachers who fail tg teach and the

iinority of students vho fail to learn.
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TQU” 0“ "MTNTMA CQ“’TP“T“NCv TE STING"

Arthur ‘E. Wise
oo

‘Yhat is "minimal°coﬁp§teécy testing"? ity purpose here ;%?
to discern-its definition; to place—it in la;gerjcontext. ané:‘
to. predict-its pnogapleﬁconseouencesT\‘; - ’_ icfj;\

Minimal‘compefenc§ testing is the @Esf‘recent evolutiégﬁof
thé "accountability“movement“ and “of the."competeﬁcy-based:5‘¢

Yy . o

1 -
education movement": : s Co

{(l) It focoses attention upon the basic academic,skills of,

readlng, ertlﬂg and arithmetic. e S
S (2) It nresumes that the state will set educatlonal objec-

tifés. . M4 - . . >
4.7 . . . % .

-

(3) 'I¥ pfesumes that tﬁe locai schooi districé will condpcf
its program so that thetobgectlveS‘w1ll be achieved,

(L) It emohaslzés minimal obJectlves for grade -to-grade
7oromotlon and/or Righ school c'radmatlon. : ‘. _ -

“{5). It supposes that obJectlves Q;l; -be stated and expllclt

e and~that a statew1de test w1ll determine whether the obJectlves

‘ are attalned. Perhaps the most comprehens1ve mlnlmal competency

testlng law is'Florida's wh1ch was enacted in 1976 -A preols of

that law is 1ncluded as Appendlx A,

Those who. advocate m*nlmal competency testing do not see it -

1

uyecaUslng mfa jor changes in school organlzatlon and controfﬂgegond :
¥

-

the obv*ous. They belleve that the eﬂéstence of the test/ﬂill

ftfcaase' pe‘gchools to reor*ent themselves so that the objectives




wdll be attained.

Minimal competgncy testing is the"latest "technical.;nvention"

designed to.cause the sghools to reform. The.last decade or two /{ :

1 .
has w1tnessed a successmontnf similar 1nventlons. In common. these
71nventlons have béen designed to make the operatlon of schoolso :
more "buslness-llke" *sei ntlflCa The 1n¢entlons .are based

\
on "common-sense, If the schools are not produc g ch11dren~who v

can read wrlte _and do arlthmetlc, then wé , shall pass a'law Ye-.

.
N

gulrlng the schools to do § : .

To understand minimal competency testlng. one should flrst

e

rev1ew other state reglslatlon enacted over ‘the last f1fteen Jear
\

_‘iThose familiar w1th educatjonal poilcy will regpgnaze a dlzaylng
array of terms, each of which has remained current for only a few
years.' Underyylng each reform. however, is the. same 1mpover1shed
'theory of educatlon and schoollng _Accerding torthe eozperatlve

. Accountablllty Proaect between 1963 and 1974 at least seventy- .

three acdountablllty-type laws were passed, = - P ’%
' ’i

There appear to be two dlfferent problems whrch m1n1maﬁ
N\
comnetency testing is'designed to solve. The flrst is that’the /

"value of a high sehool dlploma has decllned " Some req1p1ents

'ﬁ

of a high school diploma lack the bach skills of readrng, wrltlng

and arlthmetlc. The 1nst1tutlon of m1n1mal competency tesxlng

will ensure that the rec1p1ent of a high school dxploma does have

.t
K -

the skills necessary to pass a state examlnatlgr in these Sub—

”Jects. And state off1c1als will be able to count the number who
pass and the number who fall. : : ,-"‘ s L
I3 . -
The intenge 1nterest in minimal competency testlngL,however, -

N v . s 8
. . . .
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o .

s&ggests that its advocates hope to solve a second and more profound.

~

. problem. A minority of students fail tg acgglre the basic skills.
i . .

¢
-

A minority of teachers fail to teach the basic skills.

- A .
Aocordln? to Max .Jeber, one definition of bureaucra%ic .

€

ratlonallzatlon 1nvolveg_,ulghtenﬂng the relatlonshlp between the

'means and ends of the organlzatlon. Ratlonallzatlon can occur, I

t

would argue, only' when the relatlonship between means and ends is
known.' %eans can then be 1mplenented to attaln ends. Ends can .

then be chosen because neans to attain them are avallable. Then

effor ts 'to rationalize oer81st 1n 1gnorance of the relationship

between means and ends,_ then I term it hvperratlonallzatlon. Avail-
— .
abtle evidence provides llttle. if any, justification for the belief

that minimal competerrcy testwng W1ll help poor students to learn or’

poor teachers to teach, e, . é . -
o . ,‘ . / / ‘7 N v

Growing oureaucratle/;ion and centrallzat;on in educatlon are -

w'_tbe results of efforts bﬁ:pollcymakers {and those they represent)

to solve educatlonal oroblems. The two major, prgblems are 1n— -
. \ .

-

equality 1n educ%Z;on and low academic achievement. Generally,

problems associated with equallty in educatlon-—w1th the distri- |

- bution of opportunities or resouroes--are nFt serlous technlcal

oroblens, they are pollt-cal problems. V?én the local maJor itarian

processes fail to deliver equal opportunity. those who suffer dis-
crimination 1rvoke hlﬂher authorities, When local schools dis-
crlmlnate on the basis of race, economic status. handicap, or sex,

action uy higher‘authorities will redress thevlmbalance.: The proper
5 . ! ‘

. . . . BN > . o
d;strlohtlon or opportunities and resources 1is a goal which can ben
promoted-through legislation, and, where necessary,_litigatio%ﬁ
N \ ‘ - N . '\

-

w

L
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A “ives . ; .

~

The® goal of equallty has been and 1s belnﬂ promoted by court
decisions, federal leglslatlon and state leglslation. Progress
has been, made- more 1s requlred

However. a n;w goa% has begun to capture the attentlon of
those who make pollcy for educatlon. That goal is to make educa-

tional 1nst1tutlons nore eff1c1ent and‘pore effective. - At t1mes.
that goal appears to arlse as a reaction to efTorts to equallze
the Qrsurlbutlon of opportunltdes or resourg¢es. W1il a more equal
olstrlbutlon af opportun t1es or resources make educational in-
'°tltutrﬁns more efficient or effect1ve¢ At other t1mes the aoal

1s invoked to congure lmages.of waste and‘“upllcatlon., At still

. . .-
sther times, the goal is invoked to promote educational achieve-

ment. . Legisdation or a court order is sought to solve the problem

of low academic achlevement,

.

2

mént is qualltatlvely dlfferent from policy deslgned to solve tne

oﬂoblem bf uneQual educatlonal opportun1ty. The solution to(the

'procWem of lo'«v'hlevement is more techn1cal than po]:\ltlcal. It

is rue that some teachers do not teach. It ig true that’ some
e 04

students do not learn.~ The question is whether high level pollcy

1nterventlons will solve’those problems. I think not. .The causes

of these problems are deep« They ‘are not likely to respond to
©, ™

the 51nds of«pollcy 1nterventlons perm1tted ;y our current state

of ﬁnpwledge about teachlng and learnlng and policy 1ntervent10n.
. i 4

)

. Phree recommendations follow: = > .‘m

e

o F l) “lghep 1evels of government shcurd be concerned with

oronotlna equallty of educatlonai opportunlty. : N

Policy deslgned to solve the problem of 1ow academlc ach1eve—

A

-

a7
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v
o
(2) The establishment of standards and the operatlon of

’ ~

schools should be the resoons*blllty of the local board of

educatlon and ity staff . a .

(3) MlmmaJ competency testing w1ll not solve the problems '
of poor learning and poor teaching; serious research is requkred, k
] \ ' N ° “ »
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L. \\\4' (5) It supposes thatgbbJectlves Wi

Nhat is "mlnlmal competency test1ng"¢ My;purpdse 7ere if",

to dlscern 1ts deflnltlon. to place 1t in larger conte;t, and

to predlct Ats nrobable consequences. - /
e / N

“Ainimal’ competency testing is the most recent evolut on

educatlon novement"-

oo (1) 1t focuses attent*on upon the basic academa- ski¥ls of

reading, wrltlng and ‘arithmeti ’ //' _J /

7

\ :(2) 1t presumes thst the state wili/éet etduca ioﬁ‘

S e

- o g
.

“ tives. .- ) . S

(111 conduct
/\;

N
\
. -~

(4) "It emphaslzes minimal obJectlves for jgra e-to-grade

(3) It presumes that the 1ocal Bchool district

its program so that the obaectlves will be achll

promotlon and/or high school graduatlon.x
¢

testlng law ]
. that law is ;ncluded

Those who a

-

-
~




de31gned to cause the schools’to reform. The last decade or two

has W1tnessed a,succeSSLOn of\elmm;ar inventions., In common, ‘these
S 01 N .

L |

inventions have been designed to make the operation of schools
S 4 A

more "business-like" and "scientific.” The inventions are based .

4

\_gp reggJ write and do arlthmet;_L then we shall pa §§ law re- .

-~

on "ecommon-sense.,”". If the. sénpbls are not producing chlldren who

¢

quiring the schoolg;to do so.




. . ) e
.. 7 A. What Is. Past T's pr014§&:a¥ ‘. 44 ;' ", . .)\\ |
> .;'w To understand mln‘mal competency'testlng..one‘should fltSt\y ;
‘ ,=~ ,rev1ew other state Leglslatlon enacted oyer the last flfteen years, = *

ﬁ » 1 4

* Those famlllar with educatlonal pollcy w1ll recognize a dlzzylng
t \

L‘array of terms, each of- whlch has remalned current for only a few L~ !
years., Underlylng each,aeform. however. is the’ same 1mpover1shed'° i

theory of education and schoollﬁg. Accordlng totthe Cooperatlve o T

Accountability,Project,.between 1963‘and 1974 at least seventy-* ) _3

. three acobuntab;}ftystype laws were passéd.l \ oL ). 7
. 1. . Scientific M agement : S ,C A ‘ ‘

- » ~ " ~ * /

e . The 1ex’ch of the accountatlllty movement 1nc1udes at least “ "
. ’ o ’ . *
~ the . folloW1ng terms: (1) -accountab

'ty,’(2) plannlng, programﬁ&ng,
budgetang systéms (PPBS), (3) management b&-obgectlvas (MBC),

() operat:ons analysls, (5) systems ‘analysis, (6). 'program

5 [

-gd' evaluatlon and review technique (PERT), (7) management)information
- systems (MIS), (8) management sc1ence. (9) plannlng models,
’ -«’-€IOT_“costlbeneflt\\\\}ys1s, (1L) ‘cost effectlveness analy51s,

(12) economic analysis, (13) systems eng1neer1ng anq (14) zero-

~s% @

* based budgetlng. While these tedhnlques are purely managementa > S

- . technlques whlcn are percelved to be- appllcable to | educat‘on. the
, 1Beology which has glven rise to. the1r usE\has also glven rise to

derivatlve approaches wh1ch are the adaptatlon of management .
5sc1ence to education. Perhaps more 1mportant ‘however, -the managee

‘ ¢
ment 1deology has focused concern upon. thezoutput ¢f the educatlonal .

~

o=

‘ system. That concern has maanested dtself in two ways, Plrst. . i
numerous systems for focu31ng attentlon u@on outputs have been

devised. These include: (l) competency-based educatlon (CBE) i
- N - R . o , -, . ‘_ * . Q: . .

‘ . _— . FRR 6




((5) assessment systems ﬂfederal. state and local) (6) program

‘educatlon’, and \lf) moral education, - -, . 4

‘_‘ S gigned to measure obyectlvely the adequacy .

(2) performance—based educatlon (PBE),~(3) competency based teacher

'educatlon (CBTE) (&) competency based teacher certlficatlon (CBTC),

evaluation, (7) learner verificatlon,,(8)\pehav1oral ébjectives,

n . .
RO ~ ¢

'(9) mastery learning, Y10} criterion-réferenced testing, (ll)'ed4 .

ucational'indicators and (12) performance contractlng. “Second oo T

L)

rubrlcs for mlnlmum expectatlons for school outcomes have been -

' dev1sed§° These haVe sought to descr1be the nature of. educatlon‘ '

which’ls\de siened to transform the "output" of'"the school system “.
<9 the "1nput" of soclety.~ The term fynctional llteracy best \f ar-

cactures this transformatlbh butlother dimensjions of educatlon

4

are tured by (1) baslc educatlon. (2) bas1ckskllls, (3) career‘

*

[y

<

- . ' N
=33 ¢
? - . . T - v ’? \-’ . .

S The'first\ter as "accountablllty" 1tself althodgﬁ/;n short Lo

order it also became ‘the genemc ' term for the forms of leglslatlon

Sast llsted A good 1llustrétlon of the spy' ic ‘use of the term

3

the purbose of this article ‘is to 1nst1tute
accountablllty program'to define:and measure
quality in education, ‘and thus to- help the
public %chools of Colrado .to achievé such °
" quality and /to expand the life opportunltles
and—eptions ¢f the students of this~state; - ;. o -. . -
.further, te provide to ‘local school boards : - L R
{. assistance in-helping their sc¢hogQl pajrons - .
to determine the.relative.value of their &, .- .+
- school program as compared to its cost.‘ S . . N

- d:h»; . (Zf The general assembly further‘..nlares LT T e
T . that the educatiohal accébuntability program. s

developed under this'article 'should be de- .

and efficiency of the educational programs - R
offered by the public schools. The program . o -




should begin by developing broad goals and
specific performance objectives for the
educational process' and, by'1deﬁt1fy1ng the
acth’tIESvOf schools which can advance
students “toward these goals and objectives,
Theﬁorogram“should then develop a means for
evaluating the achievemengs and performance
'6f students.. It is the Yelief of the gen-
eral assembly that in developlng the evalu-
atron mechanism, the following approaches,
as a mlnlmum, should be explored:x; <
l 4 .
fb) Weans for, ‘determinhing whether o
,deCLSLons affect*ng the educatignal process
are advancing or imf edlng student achieve-,
ment; ~

(c) Appropriate testing procedures
to prov*de relevant comparative data at
least/in the fields of reading, language

~ski 1is and mathematlcal skllls.
£
) Therrole of' the denartment of
X nuasslstxng school districts to
‘strengthen— he1r educational programs'

e) Reportlng to students. parents,
iboards of education, educators, and the general
public on_the educational performance of -
the pubtlic schools and providing data for
the appraisal of such perfqrmance; and

(f) Provision of 'information which
could help school d1str;cts to increase
their efflslency in uslng available. flnan01al
resources.

. 4

While- th1s ‘act 1llustrates the specific use of the term account~ ,
1 e‘"\

abllyty. it includes other terms and réferences whlch “are h1gh-
tllghted tﬁ other types of accountablllty 1egls}at;on.‘ The act
.not iny sefeks to promote accountablllty for results. it ,also
endprses "adgguacy." "efflclency," "performance objectives, "

"evaluation" and "basic skills." Tﬁe act appears to strengthen

\the hand oge state and Implles that the accountabil}ty prOu

gram will reveal how to make students learn.




The accountablllty movament was n9t reétrlcted to edudatlon.
Cften. government-W1de accountablllty leglslatlon 1ncluded educa-'
tlon w1th1n its scope, In 1973 the Texas Leglslature enacted a‘ -

blll d1rect1ng the Legislative Budget Board €0 establish a
planning, programming, budgeting system: *
- N '
4 M .
' The pérformance report shall analyze the
" operational efficiency of state agency
‘operations and- program performance in
terms of explicitly stating. the statutory
functions each agency, department, commission
and institution are to perform and how these
statutory functions are being accomplished,
in terms.of unit-cost measurement, workload
.efficiency data, and program output standards 3
as the Legislative Budget Board shall establish.

' 2
The emphasls is on performance and the cleaf intent is to develop
wl .
- measurable output standards. Subsequent resolutions of the, Texas

-

g‘ %eglslature dlrected progg__ budgetl ng and a study of z base

Q%ggetlng 1ncluding cost-benefit alxsl . g
' c. Management-by-Objectives ’

‘ Sometimes it is not- clear under which accounta%ility rubric, .
a partlcula; p1ece of leglslatlon should be classified, In'lé?;
Vlrglnla enacted a law."to rev1se certaln standards of quality
for the severalggchool d1v1slons deterM1ned and prescrlbed by

the board of edudation and to spec1fy certain obJectlves for

- o

the-boapd of education and local school boards.” The law appeafs.

&

to be.a btasis for management-by-objectives. The law prescriﬁes

rs

inter alia.;erformance objectives for the state and for school
distriets{.;Fof the state these objectives® include: -

. ‘ .1, A number of pupils equal to at least severnty
R ) percent of the pupils who entered the first grade
. twelve* years earlier should be graduated from .
hlgh school

14




) .
7 . v
-~ -
. N
. * 4 |
3

-~ 2, The percentage of the,school population
overage in the elementary grades should not
. exceed twenty 'percent of the enrollment in
grades K-7. : -

F

3. The percentage of.thé étudent,popufétion e

achieving at or above-grade level norms or the
equivalent as measured by approved standardized
achievement tests should equal or exceed the

Q S mean ability level of the studefit population
as measured by appropriate scholastic aptitude
tests. - ’

[

‘4, At least thiFty-one thousand, sévéntﬂundred
fifty five-year-old children in the State. should
be enrolled in kindergarten. . .
5., At least one hundred thirty thousand pupil
siuld be enrolled in summer programs.

6. At least fifty thousand eligible children
should be enrolled in’special education programs.

7. At least one hundred thirty-five thousand
.adults should be enrolled in continhuing
education programs. .

8. At least seventy percent of the high school
graduates Should contirnue their education in )
programs provided by colleges-and by schools

& _such as business, nursing, data processing,

and tgade.and technical.

9? At least ninety pefkent of the teachers -
should be assigned to teach only#*those subjects
,for which they have certificate endorsements.

10, At .least twenty-three percent of the
~ . -teachers”should hold~advanced degrees.~.-—\\‘
X ‘e f -, , ‘ﬁ
For the school district these objectives inglude:

1. High school graddates expressed as a

..percent of the firs
» years earlier
three percen

grade enrollment .twelve

d increase b{ at least
each year or unti

a level of

gseventy perdent is reached.

Appropriate

s

adjustments{ will be made for school divisions
. ‘with significant: increases or decreases in
school population. T

.+ "2. The percentage of the.sthool population -

overage’ in grades K-7 ,should be redyced by
at least two percent each year or until a

. - - L3
I .

biad - ! * N -
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"level not exceeding twenty percent is .
reached. ' i Co
\ o . > . ]

. “ 3, The percentage of the student population ¢
- achieving at. or above grade level norms or .
. N the equivalent ag measured by approved stan- g
dardized achievement tests should equal or
exceed the mean ability ‘level of the student
popurdtion as measured by appropriate scholastic
aptitude tests. S i

>

§§%g§% 4, The percentage of*feachsns holding advanced

degrees sghould increase by at leagt two percent
each year or until at least twenty-three per-
cent of the teachers hold .such degrees. Work

toward advanced degrees should be in the sub-
ject area to which the teacher is assigned.

5, - The percentage of/attendance of ‘pupils

should not fall below the averagé of the last

three years or ninety percent of school member-
. Ship- 3 - s - ’

6. Teachers shall be assigned to teach-only

. those subjects for which they have certificate

R endorsements unless exc%?tions are granted by
‘ * the Board of Education. ‘ .

T e

. :!‘33.‘6“ -

The language~a?pearé té\be a mixture of exhortation and data-

* ¢

based maﬁagement; the'penalty'for failure to attain the objeétives

is not specified. The schools are'presumed not to have been try-

' iné hard enough or.at least not to have sucEeeded. Prgsumably the

existence of the law will bring about the desired state; présumgbly

barriers to the attainment of the objectives are removed by the

legislation. - . '
! ' ¢

d, " Systems Analysis L ' - ,

ar
' °

‘Some legiéla{ibn diregtly oﬁﬁers the implementation of a .

§peci§ic management tool. Iﬁwl973. Oklahoa impoéeﬁ systems’

angysis dpon the school districts of the stateglﬁi,

*

.* "3ection 1. That the Oklahoma Department of-" .
Education be hereby requested to provide reg- .
ulations within its accreditation process for
the implementation of an educational-account-

~apility program, »

- ’”




.t .+« ., Section=2: That each school dlstflct that
» wishes state -accreditation shall initiate a
’ systemwide needs assesspent 1nvolv1ng all
grades under 1ts Jur‘sdlctlon. ; . . "o

;\, Y

, . " be undertaken by.the local schqol gtaff in c -
compliance with general direction and guide- :

- lines developed by the ,State Departmeht of

| . Education. ) ¥

- e C ’ :

&

|

|

|

- . $ . . |
- : Section 3. Thgt'the needs assessmeﬁ% shall . “

|

|

’ ' - Section 4% That ‘a systgms analysls process
. ] 1nclud1ng ‘goals and ebjectives shall be . J
utilized to plan the instrauctional program ) -
to fit.the needs of .the students of said O . .
districts -

| . .

" Section 5. That tne needs assessment shall
involve local patrons as well as school
staff members of said- district and shall

» encompass all of the curriculum areas at
eacg grade’ level. C . X

[P

. .- ] Section 6. ‘That an evaluation shall be |,
e . designed and conducted annually to déter-
. mire®whether or not and t® what extent the
. . ohjectives are belng met. .

| "+ . . 'Section 7. That the State Departmént of ‘ :
t - " Education shall hold ‘inservice training . R B

. ' sessions for administrators, lecal school )

'staff, and others involved to effect changes .

-in the accredltatlon process. . Furthermore, ' '

that these ‘meetings shall be hgld period- - )
: ically in plannlngéreglons throughout the : >
. » State of Oklahoma.. ,

-
[

Systems analysls, developed to manage defense expendltures. is

€., Management Information Systems

ce L0 2 o o .
gk _ While Oklahoma fayored systems analysis, ‘Ohio favored a °

: .linked to an educatlon-spec1f1c term, "needs assessment v

| management 1nformatlon systemx - : a »

| ew . - The, state department of educatlon shall develop

| ’ . a comprehensive system for providing educational

; VO management information and accountability

| ‘ «capabilities’ The system shall be designed for.

, _ géventual “implementation on'a state-wide basis .

| ’ and shall utilize the technology of the gGomputer- o
. . and related systems concepts. Developmental ..

. -
’ N b . .

. . - - “ > . -
\ . ) \
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) work by the department shall utilize pilet '-. '~
° sechool districts and shall strive, with .. ot Ee

regard to all public and nonpublic elemen- . *." '
tary and secondary schools in the state, to.™ .. ,:

“ <(1) define those measurable objectives for A

= which each facet and level of public education "~ -
is.to be held aécountable; (2) identify. per-
#inent data elements and devise methods and *
systems for fairly, accurately and uniformly -

- measuring and reporting the extent to which - ,

. the defined objectives are met; (3) develop /
.uniform files, methods and systems for )

o collecting, processing, sorting and analyzing

L data which will permit identification of those

'+ . . factors in the teaching-learning procegs which,

"~ have the greatest relevance to student per- .
formance: (4) develop uniform accounting methods .
and systems which will relate-the cost and the
_efficiency of those factors to the learning
outcdme; and (5) develop uhiform systems of -
reporting.the findngs of the program to all
interested persons, — ‘

v

R Y

Lest the apparent intent of .the act be misconstrued, the framers .
TR o A ‘ -
* found it necessary to'spécify“ptilization of the computer and to

garb an accountability law with the rhetoric of computer. tech-

nology. Ohio schools were %g/be;imprgved by a computer-based MIS,
/ 7 e o

e ‘ ) ~'o : . .,
. f. Management Science T . ‘

Ty ) -
California vies with Florida in the race' to 'be the-state with

the greatest volume of accountability*legislation. ;Iﬁ an intereétJ

ing variation,. €alifornia, in'l97l created an Educationai\gg?age-

o

ment ¥Hd Evaluation Commission. TheIStafe;Bbard.of Edﬁcaﬁion'wa

to appoint hine public members of the Commission; of these three -
‘were té.drepresgnt the fiéld of economics," three were to "rep-
résent the learning sciences"” and three were to "éépresent the -

*

——y *

managerial sciences”: ) X

. , The commission shall assist and advise the
) ) State Board of Education in the evaluation
- N of "the program achievement of educational

. programs, in the determination”of the rel-
ative cost effectiveness of edicational

N
.
N ¢ -
.
N B ’
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programs, and shall make recommendatlons con-
.- cerning~the expanded use, modification, or

replacenznt\gf educational programs so as to ,

produce a hi her ‘degree of program achievement

and cost effectiwv ness. The commission shall .
gy C G also serve as an ad gry body to the State !
' S Board of Education on rogram budgeting gnd

LT h acgounting systems. for schooI\\}strlcts.
\
The commoslt*on of the cd/ 1ss1on and its. mandate made it clear

, that its purnose is the 1ntroductlon of. management s01ence to

- [ 3
T, 4 R
g . ‘; S

educatlon. . B - : ‘

. : ™  g. Planning

Colorads’ not only adepted its Educational Accountability

Act in 1971 but also adopted that same year the Comprehensive.

-

Educational Planning-xctﬁ ’ Lo

' .. {a) Comprehénsive educational planning : {
includes, but is not limited to, the C
follow1ng steps: ' . .

[}

L , (b) nvaluatldn of the present educa-
o E t10na1 program and identification of theé -

-

-, strengths and weaknesses of the district:

. (e) Dellneatlon of the knowledge,
skills, and_attitudes which are the goals
of the district!s(educatiqnal program;

. e

&
e,om

. . (d) Development of a pian for ‘the
’ ‘ - district's educational pyogram which will
enable pupils ‘in §he distriet to meet the .

delineated goals.

~ .
- i

Whereas Colorado's accountapility law called for "determining
: : - / . .-

.whether decisions affecting.the‘educational procéss:are advancing
o . Lo — T
or impeding student achievement,"” the planning act required .

»”e¢aldation‘of the present educatlonal program and identi-

»

" " 'fication of the strengths and weaknesses of the'dlstrlct "

v ' . 2. Educathn-Snec1&1c Sc1ent1f1c Management

TN The 1egisletion excerpted'apeve revealsrthe application of




-,
el

sclehtrfic management to educatlon.‘ The management techniques--

3 .‘t‘ ’

accountablllty. PPBS, MBO! s;stems analysis, MIS management science,
° andsplannlng--were develgged in other sectors and applled w1thout )

much mdﬁlficatlon to educatlon. The 1deology of management sclence

.has, however. also, spawned the development of technlques spec1f1cally

>
for educatlon. _In turn, these techn1ques have frequ’ntly been’ 1mposed

. by legwslatlon- ‘often the technlques have been imposed before they nave'

A s Ve
been developed :
: i ». -
Performance Based Education ' «s

. In l974 Georgla passed the Adequate Program for Educatlon
: ?n Georgia Act: v '}‘ - o
Performance based Criteria for Cperation i
of Instructional Programs. The State Board of 3
Zducation shall establlsh pgrformance-based
criteria upon which the instructional program T e e r
of each public school will be .evaluated ,so as-.' ’ A
to- assure, to the greatest extent DO$Slble,
~ equal and adequate educational-programs, curri®ula, s
* "courgé offerings,. opportunities and facilities for
. all students of Georgia's public schools, gnd (
economy and efficiency in administration and opera< !
tion of each local unit of administration and
"public schools therein.

‘,)n\

ment ogram, Funds for -the Local Program. 'The,
State Board of Education shall adépt such instru- . e
ments, procedares and policies as deemed. necessary -
to assess the effectiveness of the educational pro- -
\ grams of the State. Such assessments will be ‘made
Lo at least once annually, at a minimum of three grade
levels, and on a Statewide basis. The State Board
shall annually cause a readiness test to be admin- lO -
\\{' 1stered early dur1ng~a child's first year in school. N

Qg Statewide Assessment Progrgm Local ‘Assess-

o

The act st1pulates that school programs will be evaluated by

oerformance based crluerla; apparently the act is deslgned to

v

encourage performance-based educatlon. PBE is not, -however, ° ta
~-.defined in the law. Although the act is titled "an adequate
‘ J
-~ “
<U
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‘program," it calls for "equal" and "adequate" brograms. 'TwéTlaw

0
- apparently does\ndt contemplate any 1ncon51stency between ‘these

Y
obJect;ves. “ecgfomy" and "efflclency" ‘are also featured oogectlvesf
“ . ‘. ]
of the law.’ l T s ) B DA

e

,
. . Soe

b. Cor

’ “ v S . )
gnetency--Based Tegcher EVaantion R . s

et ..

" A number of 'state laws were designedjtoﬁreﬁﬁlre competency--

. 1)

. based or-- performance basedlteacher educatlon. eertlflcatlon. or

_evaluation. The first of these was Cal\Tornla s Stull Act whlch
mandated that the eVa1uatlon of teachers be based upon théir . cog
petence., ‘fEach scho!i dlScrlCt was “"to develop and adopt specific
evalugtion and assessment guldellnes" which were to 1nc1ude7?'

The establishment ofostandards of expected %

student progress in each area of study and

of techniques for the assessment of that

progress. O I
‘ Assessment of certificated personmmel com- °_
"petence as it°rglates to. the established .~

standards., -~ % L e

. / // :

Assessment of other dutie$ normally re--

quired to be ‘performed, by certificated

employees as an adJunct *o thelr regular

assignments. - .

The establlshm%nt og procedures and tech-

n;ques for asdertaining that ‘the employee

is maintaining proper control-and is pre-
AserV1ng a suitable learnlng envirenment, 11

)

The most 1nterest1ng feature of the law was 1ts requlrement

Ll ™

: that the evaluation of teachers was to be’ basez/npon the;r
pontrlbution to their students performance. hat school districts
have had dlfflculty in meetlng thls demandlng standard is’ suggrsted
by ‘the fact that *a less restrrctlve new 1aw replaced the‘Stull Act

in 1975 12 A: . R .

o
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assessment The state .to: attract the most attentlon w1th 1ts

~accountab11“ty program is Mlchigan. In 1970 it adopted rts

7

//ﬁ comprehenslve assegsment program. The law proV1ded for: o=l p

'}
-»_1 e®
- LA

-~ A statew1de program of assessment of eduoataonal - .
progress and remedial assistance in the basic - ‘ >
skills ©of students in"reading, mathematics, .°
language arts and/or other ‘general” subject -

. areas is‘established. in’ the department of L e
| educatlon which program shalla - . T - ‘

. . - (a) Establish meaningful achievement” - - "
T :£oals in the basic skills for students. and .
« identify those students with the greatest - A Vol
‘ educatlonal need 1n these skllls. - e s

. (b) Prov1de the state with the” 1nformataon .-9(:
 needed to allocate” state funds and professional
A% .. services~in a manper best galculated to equalize

¥ ‘ educational ‘oppor ties,for students to . -
G achieve competence n such\bas1g§?kllls. Lot T -

. " (c) Provide ‘school systems W1th strofig | P |

o , \1ncent1ves to introduce educational programs. . - ) @ RN
"to imprave the education of students rn such . - s

. basic skills and model programs to raise the - IR

~ level of*achlevement of students, L ) K *

i

-(d) Develop & system for edueational - C e I .
self-renewal that would coptinuougly evaluate .. . - ..
the programs and by this means hélp each e ot € Y
school to discover and 1ntroduce program’ % U, oo
v$.  changes that“are.most likely t0)1mprove the;, 5 R RS
*l quality of educaxlon. » 'k A .

. (e) ProV1de the publlc periodlcally S 7 ~
. with information concernlng the progress of e L. ~
. , ' the state systemof equeatién, Such. programs ° *
A _'shall gxtend”cu?;En;~department of ‘educatien, )

efforts to conduct deriodic and comgsehens;ve A

: assessnent of educat1ona1 progress., ‘

'o',\,"

The, law dlrected atténtion to the basic. skllls and prov1deﬁ extra

o~ funds for students with the, "greatest educatlonal need " In thls ¥

respect ﬂ@chlgan s assessmengt law dlffErs from all others for 1t
L o - LI 1- T- . . €T eyt
\{ﬁ} ) . . ) . . . R D)

- [ . ¢
“ .
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law gdld assume, as d1d ot);iers.‘that the state could 1nduce ;pﬁucatlon-

E S , - <. .
oo éﬁ%cified'a coursg of actigé updbn the 1dent1flcat10n ‘of need The . °

s al improvement where locd& schooi digtricts could not.lH .
/ o . :

- " d, EZvaluatioh - -
- / - . - .

In 1969 California passed the 1“ducational Improvement Act ///
which was designed to specxfy cr1ter1a and technlques for the /,' -

evaluation of staue and fedtral -project grants ’ _
* : o W o
is'the intent of the LeZzislature that the;
fuads provided by this chapter and .the fuhds
provided through Title I and Title III of the .
Elenentiry and Secaﬁdary Education Act, of, , 4 s -
1965 be expended in.the most.effective way :
possible,”and that cost effectivenegs meagures .
e be employediin tRér anproval‘and evaluatidh of -
" all projects. It is tHe further intent of the
Legislature tHat aYl pryjects be be. evaluated
annually as to the - ‘degree of program achieve-
ment and cos't effectivengss produced; .that N
highly effective projects shall be expanded
. to further use in the district where operated
ot ~ . % - and 'in other districts; and that.less effective
. prOJerS be replaced with ones of proven S o
effectiveness, or by new projects whlch hold
promise of hlghaefzectlveness. Y ' .

It is the intent of the Leglslatufe that the e ~ ,
a. effectiveness of a progect be measured in -
‘~//4. terms of the obJeetlves of the pProject, and

7 that each d1str1ct-should .be primarily con=
cerned with the pupils' x@nrovement in ability
to. read, -to use and understand the English
language, and toguse %Pd understand the con-,
ceﬁ ts of mathematics: .

- .

) }
# The law, in effect; mandated that’nrOJect grants were to focus

-c:)l@'
< .om

upon. Qas:.c skills; that _they were to be evaluated; and that

a

evaluatlon was. Lo assaM¥ student 1mprovement anq cost effectlveness.

, .
.

N
‘

b

L . e Learneq;Verll%catlon - .
Florlda has adopted a law whlch sebks to guarantee in adﬁince

kf
that textbooks and other 1rstructloral materlalf&wall work. The

law kndwn'as learner verlflcathn reculres,anter ,alias *

S~ .C (@9 - s

A ) o A, Tosfa tﬁ)’&
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Written proof of the use of the learner-verificgs
tion and revision process during ‘prepublication
development and postpublication revigion T the . -

matéggals“%anuesﬁ&on%——@e;;puspeseswog_ihism__" —
section "learner verification” is. defined as
‘ the empirical. process of data gathering and - SN
analysis by which a publisher “of curriculum Lot
material has improved the instructional. . . . i
.. effectiveness of %®that product before it reaches
- _ “the-market and then continues. to gather data N
| from learners in order to improve the quality '
and ‘reliability of that material during its full . :
market life, Failing such proof, if thé publish- = ° -7
er wishes to submit -material for adoption, he . &' .;
' must satisfy the state instructional materials - . .
selection council thaf he will systematically
- gathar and utilize learnar-verificatiom data-
to revise the materials .in quest¥bn to better
_©. meet the needs of learners throughout the. .
state. Such text revision shyuld be interpreted -
as including. specific, revision of the materials-.
- themselves, revision of the teachers' matdrials, .
.and revision of the teacheps'®skill through e

0. rétraining, <it being the intent of the legis-<. |

 _lature that learnmer-verification and revisiorg °
data shall include data gathered directly -~

! from-dearnérs; may include the results of . . - =& .

i criterion-referented and group-normed tgsts, e
direct learner comments, or informatien.. v °
gathered from written: questionnaires fr %ﬁ:
‘dividual or.small group interviews; and no%m
“preclude the use'of secdondary data gathered ™.

" from teachers, .suvervisors, parents, and all-

L appropriate~*participants afg opservers of the

R _ .- teaching-learning process. '/

41ith learner verifieation, accountapility seems to have touched

_nearly every aspect of aducation.';7"_ C ) -

/ [l

3. ‘Related Federal Goverpmeh%gghd Judicial Developments® =

- Sf@;e'iegislatures are.ﬁot a}on; in3thé effort to.préméf;‘
'eiiucajpiopal j.mprové}nént f-hrohgh 'é.pprciachés "simi r to minimal l
‘compé%ency testiﬂgf 'A number of recehtgpqlicies of the foderal ,
~gove}m;xent have’ been based. upon similar preémises. Title I of the °
Eleﬁentéry)and Secondary. Eﬁucétion Act of 1965/was intended to
ﬁfovidé fin?ncia% assistaﬁcé to schéolfdisﬁgicts witﬁ higk con- o

' ’
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.- +centratiofis of low-income children. However, from the start, . .
SN ' ~ c T s n 2 : -
N school districts which received Title I?funds were required to N
- ) \/

4

- e et F i s e e
v .

engage in systematic evaluatlon of the effects of Title Imfunded g

ol 4

IR : p . 4
.proaects: : . ) - SN -
. ' { \

Efféctive procedures. 1nclud1ng provisions_ for S
‘ approprlate objective measurements of educatlonal " , -
, ‘achievemént, will be adoutqufor evaluating at \ =
R least 'annually. the gffectiveness of-the.programs k T
. n - in meeting the speclal educa#iionall needs of « . Vo
i ‘< educatlonally deprived eh11drbn. } o ‘ "

A, “ The local educational agency-wlll make 'an arinual .
© . » -« report ahd such other reports to.the State educa-. . oL
- tional agency in such form andz containing such - S
. ' information (whlch in the case (of reports elatlng
| s to performance is in accordanceew1th spec1g _
: performance criteria related to| , progr, ObJeCtheS), yrh
. as may be reasonably necessary to enaie the . _, .
.- . : Stage edicational agency tQaperfprm its dyties . - =
© under -this- title, including information relating . - T 22
L © to- the educat10na1 achlevement.o students.... ‘
THe requlrement for systematlc evaluatlon 0 »educatzonal achleve-
ity
ment is’ ev1dence that Tltle T was 1ntended t? do more than-mérely

" provide a frnanc1a1 altho school d1str1cts. It Was 1ntended fo ‘ -

b 1nprove the effectlveness of*the educatlonal system. that is, to

-

1ncrease\the level of measured achlevement among chlldren from

-)/b’

.
M .o

noor famllles.' From time- to time there have been” 1ntroducsd Bills “\

i

.which would allocate‘ghe funds on the basls of the number of students '.

‘ soagt " 4

performlng poorly oni tests in readlng gnd arlthmetlc. - .

. : o = :

%, - . - :
Similar to the assessment component of mipimal competency’

r . L ’ ' .

testing has been the NationaliAgsessment:of Educational Progress. wm

~

Begun in 1969, the objective of NAEP is very %mbitious, ‘for it is -

.

S
- .

X ...to spot changes in level of achievement . ¢
P . over the years and’to apply the lmpllcatlons '
‘ - of thosigchanges to national .educational ~
;- policy. . o - .
™h other words, -.changes in scores will be. traced to their causes

s e ' e

diday A -

S
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\h_and'appropriate po%lcy 1ntervent1ons constructed to- correct them, . -

So far the main consequence of NA;P‘appéars to be in helplng ‘to

sgawn-assessment in 36 states.20 )

g e e e

z! "9

In 197? a blll was 1ntroduced”1n Congress to orohl it fedetal
) a1d to states wh1ch do not have a m1n1ma1 competency 1aw, The
blll wouid'requlre the,states.to "establlsh and - 1mp1emeét basic:

. N\
standards of educatxdhal prof1c1ency" in reading, wr1t1ng and .

«

matnematlcs. S , R
- - 4 . N

o . k 3 B 3 . / e : * - -
‘Ihile state gislaturés have“led the minimal bompetenoyx

AL

= N

. testlrg movement and“its antecédents and the ?ederal government \,
: has reinﬁorced 1t the courts have also part1c1paxed The idea of

educatlonal malpractlce has been taktng sha If a case hpown

° o

‘as Peter Dop vb San Frapsi 'gt,lt was)contended that the _chool

P

N
district ] 1” 4 ,-qa -

&

ceo(l) falled to apprehend his réadlng di
abilities, (2)’ asslgned\hlm\t% classes i
which he cowld nof read "the_books and:- .
f//other materials,  (3) allowed him "t¥ pass
, afd ‘advahce from;a.gpurse»or grdde level"”
with knowledge that~“her had *not achlieved
. either its completion or the skills
. "necessary for him to succeed or benefit
-from.subsequent courses,” (4) assigned. ///
him, to cldsses in which thg instructors-
-were. unquallfled or which *were not "geared®,
to hig reading level, and (5) permitted him
to graduate from high school although -he " - ..
- was unaB&e to read above the‘Eoghth grade ) '
.level K . i ! P
v ~. !
These contentlons, 1t should be. noted incorporate the .idea of

' mlnwwal compétency testlng. Peter Doe lost his qase but others
w111 surely follow. Moreover, if th& gtate had had a mlnlmal
comPeteﬁcy testing law in operatlon, Peter Doe mlght have fared

.differently. He could.then Have been able to -argué that the law

-

A
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held-out spﬁe rather spec1f1c prdmlses of‘what he would learn.
x . [ f a2
A seqond instance of’ court action which relnforces the; idea
,.-'-"-gnl
of mlnlmal comnetency testlng is Roblnson v. Cahill in*New Jersey.
>

The‘case whlch began as a lawsuit concernsd with the equalizatlon

of educational exnendﬁtures, in a blzarre.turn of events, resulted
: x
1n a rullng to institute somethlng like minimal competency testlng.

N
In an effort to deflne the értlcle of the state constitution-which .

“réqulred the s»ate to have 3‘"thorough and eff1c1ent system of

* °

schools,” the' cd’}t.ordered*\/ , _ .

-
A

dstaBllshnent éf educational ‘goals,

[P ;Insiructlon intended to produce ‘the
"attaimment of reasonagble levels of .
‘proficiency jn the basig communlcations

and computatr nal SklllS. ¢ g

. c.\\?valuatlon and monltoring programs.22

: R

As can be 'seen, the cog;t had ordered the basic contours of
{

v

~ N »

minimal competengy ;eStlng.. Y
’ . ~ Cy >
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B.u~#hat Is Thé Problem? Can 1t Be Solved°

' s

There appear “to be two dlfferent problems which minimal

'competency testlng is de31gned to solve, The flrst is that the oo
‘“value of a hlgh school dlploma has- declined."” Some recipients ,

%" of ‘a high school d1ploma lack’the Jbasic skllls of readlng, wrltlng

and/arlthmetlc. The lnstltutlon rof m1n1mal competency testlng

y/‘ \ t e skills necessary to pass a state examlnatlon in ‘these sub-
 jects. 'And State Seficials will be able to count the nqiber who

ass~and the number who fail. )

The ingenge ir%ére§t~*n minimal competencx testing, however,

ggests that 1ts advocates,hope to §olve a second and more profound
oroblem. ’A m1nor1§x of students fall to acgulre tﬁe basic skllls.

mrnorlzx oﬁ teacher§ fall to teach the basic §kllls.
‘ '“ducatronal pollcy 1s“created by leglslatlve enactment,

executlve decree and Jud1c1a; pronouncement. Howeyer created,
b, - .
1ts purpose 1s to affect the ‘practice of éducatxon. Inevitably, °

then. an educatlonal pollcy must be based: upon some assumptlons y A

. - . N

+ ., . .about educatlonal practlce. If these assumptlons are,correct,

-

then the policy may have its intended consequence, .If these

' assumptlons are 1ncorrect, then the pollcy wx%l probably not have
its- 1ntended consequence. '

. ' ¢

. 7 An educational ‘policy contalns two elements--an aim that'the
~ educatlonal system is to achleve and a "theory of education" or
. set of hypotheses that explaln how that aim is to be achleved 23
.The aim may deal w1th the ends of educatlon and may be drawn from

v &=
religion, ethics, tradltlon. the law, or other: normative sources.

! _ .
. - b *
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The schools must prepare st:%ents to read, to face the world of ,

. Work; to accept their place in society, or to questlon the - currént

social order. The aim may. deal with the means of educatlon and
may be drdwn “from economic theory. the law, or other sources which
- ) 4 N ¢
prascribve how a society wishes to conduct its institutions.‘ The
Qo

sohools must be efficient, treat all equally, prov1de due procéss,

or malntaln strict discipline., If the aim is not_accepted as

. legitimate by the relevant parties, thé policy will probibly not

\

work, ‘ ' 1

The theory of education or hypotheses may be drawn from common
.sense, professdonal lore or social science. from common sense, we'
knoy that a large organizationLcannot function effectively unless
it has highly developed bureaucratic-proceduresleu From professional
lore we -Know that a teacher cannot functlon as effectively in a )
large class as'1n a, smallbf’ From soc:1al sclence we va.rlously
know that integration works or that it does not!za“ If the theory
of education or hypothesis is incorrect then the policy will probablyf
not work 7Needless to say, a policy may have unintended consequences.

And a particular policy statement may or may not be expllc1t about '

uts-alms or its theory of educatlon. But analy21ng an educatlonal

'policy in this way reveais.that its educatlonal theory component

. e : , M ‘ — A
may be examined by the canons of science ard scientific criticism,

fMany educational policies of ‘the 1960s and l§70s share a

common-set of assupptions about schooling:

1. While .many goals forieducation are imaginable, society

must find a limited set upon which agreement is possible., The

emerging consensus appears to be that the purpose of'schooling is

——

£ provide the student with basic and.career skills: Establishing




|

~—~

™~

.
- evaluation and improvement,

e )
4 ¥
:
+ . -
.
. -
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limited goals for schools is thouéht to facilitate’goal attain=

ment. o o
-, ) \ ;- .
2._ The~goals must be put 1n a fonm whlch will permlt assess-
N f“'\__,.

ment of the extent to which ‘they are attalned Most effort has been

glven to deflnlng the ba81c skllls of readlng and-arithmetic. Such

27,
definltlon is thought to facllltate goal attainment.

3: Tests are then_ devised to assess*performance. When-the'
\ ‘ rd
scores are avallable they can be compared with other: scores--

‘digtrictwide, statew1de or natlonw1de Such comparlsons are

thought to facilitate student,»teacher,fprpgram,»ahd school

)

L

b4

~ " 4, Some complexity is?added by the”redliiétion that some

children arrive at school less weIl prepared thah othefs. For

such chlldren schools will varlousl} either adaust expectatlons
downward -or prOV1de supplementary educatlonal services.”

. Absent from this™ set of assum@tlons about education ig
reference to the process of educatlcn-—to how educational practice
affects the child. Thus, educstionalapolicy is designed to alter i
the‘practice of education without an understahdi g of how education
actually occurs. There-aie three pdssible explan\tx

h T
policymakers wish to leave the process'of educgtlon to the pro- -

N

ions, First,.

A
fessionals. This seems unllkely 31n€e the klnd of pollcymaklng ﬁ&“

described is designed to force remedlatlon 1n profes31onal prac-

~

tice. Second pollcymakers have npt yet been furnished the tools
for ieglslatlng about the educatlonal process. Thls seems plaus1ble

51nce they do empioy the tools that have been furnished Yy education-

‘al research, as shown by the alacrlty w1th wh1ch cr1terlon-referenced

¢ o
! N ‘ @ “

o 30 -

&
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testing has been adopted

_23-

Third, policymakers may believe that it

1s suff1c1ent to: cause ;gmethlng to occur by leglsl ting that 1t

At the very least this explanatlon is not in-

e
.

should oecur.

S
consistent with the bebav1or of some pollcymakers.

A

Ihe educational

%heory appears to be -that 1eglslat1ng goal attalnment is suff1c1ent

for goal attalnment to occur.

<

The- theory of education whlch underlles much pollcy develop-
© .
‘ ment includes at least ‘the folldwlng addltlonal assumptlons about

human behavior and 1earn1ng, , ) -
" . '
l. The child is pllable. at least within the range-of normal

i adt tude and normal exnectatlons. As dbted an ambiQalent aftituda

)Ls held toward chlldren who arrive at school dlsplaylng less: than N

normal\apjltude.i : . : . ’ |
2; Thé;téacher_is pliable and will, reconstitute his or Her

court orders, regulations

. b .

beﬁavior in the face of 1égislation.
. or sc1ent1f1c,knowledge about educatlon.‘

] -\3. There existg a science of educatlon whlch yields téeat-
ments that can be applied by teacher to student. N ‘ §}
Thetinvalidify of any of these assumptions naédless to éay,‘would
lead one to wonder whetﬁer a policy based on them wduld work.

In fhe past, most policymaking in éducatiqnﬁwas restricted

N

to prescribiﬁg inpats to education. A ‘person could no? be a

certified teacher withaut being graddated from an accredited

teacher education program.”
L

A child had to attgnd school from ages

five to sixteen.

Zvery chi}d was to have at leas§'$750 aﬁent on

- nts dfucation. To be 'sure, -these policies are based on some . .
o aésumptioné about education. And, if these assumptions are in- . "

!
3 %
.

B \\ . 31 . ‘ *
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correct, they will have some disruptive effect upon the process of

education. However, as policymakers legislate about the proceis

of educatlon 1tself, more sophlstlcated assumptlons are requlred

Recent federal leglslatlon (for the handlcapped), mandates that

,'1nd1viduallzed 1nstructlon plans be prepared for every child.

~

Some’ state 1eglslation effectlvely mandajes theé use of obaectlves—

based educatlon, requlrlng test-teach-test-reteach-test models of

instruction as a matter of law. The belief that 1nnovatlons such

|

as individualized 1nstructlon plans and objectlves-baaed education

}IEad to improved goal attalnment remains to be proved 28 . F*nally,

spolLCJmakers have bevun to leglslate output standards, nece551tat1ng

- -

4

’ an even more complex set of assumptlons. Courts are requlrlng

thorough arfd efflclept educatlon. state school boards are requlrlng

competency-based educatlonaL outcomes and leglslators are. requlrlng

<€

-minimum standards of attalnment. Usually such pollcles do not

; (
encomoass changes in financing practices, Presumably there is

- )

.enough slack in existing school budgets and a so-fdr unused but

adequate. technology to achleve these ends.
4
The aim of. a pollcy 1s a w1sh. a hope, a dream--lt ¥s what +he
pollcymaker antlclpates w1ll oceur as a functlon of a leglslatlve

enactment, executlve decree or Judlcral ronouncement. Every aqt

of policy has. an objectlve; m¢ is 1nte to alter the means or

ends of education. TIf it 1s.to be more han dream or fantasy,r'

the pollcymaker must have some reasons ‘or evidence for bellev1ng

:that it w1ll have its 1ntended effect. But pollcy development L":

~very dlfflcult. It is far more difficult than, for example, de-

_signing new methods of 1nstructlon for classroom use. While a

N f
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k .. policy may involve or, be dependent upon 4 nev. educational tech-
o‘é. ' . % “"};.' . . . |
nolégy, swhether the 3§pﬁﬁ§&ogy is effective is'oniy the firs%
~ _t’it . N .y :

« .question;_  Because the. bolicimaker is far removed from the class-
* e’ . L

. 4oom, he is forced to make namerous assymptipns about how a whole
Y - Y I «

- . . Ll . . .
. successiorn of orgznlzatlons and sub~organlzatlops will respond to
B! N o
thé'poliiy, At each level through which the pglicy must pass on

1ts way to implementation, bureéucratic,politics and incentives

L b . - . . .
‘can and will affect how and if the policy will be implemented.

y
-

i It'is ironic that at the very moment when state and federaf

1.5

. . . . e . ‘ <
lezislators are seeklng}ratlonallst:c approaches to gghool manage-
- “ .

. ment, educational researchers are intensifyieg their criticism of
. . . . .
the feasibility of such apvroaches. John Goodlad has said:

—

-

Qo

.«itheré is not a sciencde of education suffiéient
to give credence' to the scierftism necessarily in-,
. dicated if ary model of accountability of the kind
- described here is ‘to function effectiVely. It is
. an idea whose time h#s not yet come, .whatever
> rhetorical and political 'support it is able to
muster., But iEQwill ‘be tack again, probably in
new, trappings.“’ ‘ . -

‘
e

_A collection of'essays by a number of educational researchers

entitled Regaining Educational Leadership: Critigal Essays on.

PET3I/CBTE, Behavioral Cbjectives, And ‘Accountability attacks "the

techﬂzbal ideology that fails to dowjustice to the complexity of

/ ‘educational enterprisé."Bo f .
. - ,,.-_\ L' ,;. o
- ..+if schooling goes the way of technique, then ‘
N its technocratic leaders imust answer for the -
‘adoption of a questionable model of educational
' planning and operation (the industrial model),
o - 1 -a questionable btehavioral theory (btehaviorist), )
and a questionable.eval%ﬁﬁibh system (objegtive Eg
- ’ tests: and measuremehts) <7 : C T

~ -

N /
James W, Guthrie argues: '

The camplexity of a human endeavor such as .

2

33

4



4 meetlng the

- - 3 -
. - ’ « " - v . e . .
* -~ ) ’ " * l: @ *
- . -26- v, : ,
' N . R Al

-1 arnkng'defles 31mple cost-effectlveness analys1s.
. Q stlons regarding the measurement of pupll learn-
potential and effective teaching technlques are
. va tly\complxcated. For example, to inquire if
* schoolsxare effective assumes that (1) we .have .

' 4 .. _ agreement 'on What it-is schools should do, (2), we

.. cgncur on how tq measure these outcomes, (3) there
exist means for diagnosing partiéular gtudents'
abilities to accomplish school objectives, and ..
(4) we have knowledge of the instructional setting
and technigues capable of moving a student, or
groups of students, from whas he or she now knows
to where. he or she shou%& be or wants to be on .
the knowledge spectrum, T

'Sclentlflc ratlonallty has been plied to educatlon for some time,
In the past the® 1mp11c1t foc s of research was llkely the 1nd1v;dual
.the classroom or the scho « In recent yegrs. as higher 1evels‘
of ggyegnment have ende ored to solve educational.probiems; re- .
search has focusse:/ypon school sxstems -~ local, state and natlonal
It wou%d appear ‘t education faces at least as great a chaLlenge

»
at the:macroscopic level as it does at the mlcroscoplc level ‘in

ondltlons of sclentlfic ratronallty

\
1ng to Max Weter, one deflnltlon of bureaucratlc ratlonal-

‘ /A .

1zatlon’1nvolves tlghtenlng the relatlonshlp between the means and

‘1

/

ends’of the organlzatlon. Ratlonallzatlon can occur, I would argue,
niy when the relatlonshlp between means ‘and ends is known. Means

/éan then be 1mplemented to gttaln ends. "Ends can then be chosen )

;,because means to attain,them}areﬁeyailabie. When efforts to

~ N .
rationalize persist in ignorance of %he relationship between means

and ends, then I'term it hxperrationalization. Avéilable evidence

nrOV1des llttle. 1f any, Justlflcatlon for the bellef that minimal

competency test1ng Wlll help poor students to learn or poor '

% et

teachers to teach. ’

- § A
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- C. Grow1ng jgreaucratlzaglon,and Centrallzatlon e, N

’ The loglc of minimal tompetency testlng contafhs an 1mp11c1t | ',
(“ N * 2 ‘.
i; 1?3 vision of how educatlon and schoo}s operate, The. school is pre- , j
. sumed to operate as a bureaucracy\and m1n1ma1 competency tdstang ’ ® o

"~

- ; 1is deslgned to speolfy the aims whleh thé’bureauc?acy is fto serVe. ' ’

.
-

-As the state spec1f1es aims and the school strlves to iﬂ@alnjthem,
the bureaucratlc structures at both the state and local 1evels are

elaborated. The state requires means to -establish and monitor

o~ - LY

the ‘aims; the school dlstrlct requires means not only to implement

and evaluate~the aims but/abso to enhance the llkllhood that the ~

-

aims will be accomlished, .

v

If the school is a bureaucracy -to accomplish specific aims.'

then the versonnel who staff the bu?eaueracy must be bureaucrats. -

Indeed, it ddes not go too far to suggest that minimal competency

- »»%. testlng is deslgned to help glve the teacher a "Jodiescrlptlon "
N . ' .
3 _A "job descrlptlonﬁiis the conventional medium bxmuhlch(a bureau- P

A\ d

cracy apportions au

+

whlle mlnlmal competency testing specifles the ends of: 1nstructlon.

rlty. respons1b111ty and tasks.' Indeed -

: related 1nventlons, 1ke competency-based teacher education, speclfy

LY

oy L .
how the teacher is to teach. - R U g
) Ol - * o
., The short phrase *minimal” competency" is actually part of a ,;'

[ \

1arger phrase which asserts that "the school should prov1de the . ‘.

g students with the competencles m1n1mally necessary to functlon in \.
. L LR
socletv At one level, the phrase represents .an unexceptlonabie '

. statement of our goals for schooling. At another 1eve1, J‘ masks

somehprofound_dﬁfflcultlesw Tt elevates. to prime positign the

telief that the ‘purpose‘of s¢hool is to prepare.young people to . = (' a
- g Pt oA . ot | .
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'functionist view of the relationship between the ind1v1dual and ,1”;

society‘and'the'school s roIe in perpetuating the statu§gggg.~ it

. <
i educat1oral opportunity" methe "max1mal development of 1nd1v1duai 5%,

-haVior ‘and knowledge. In fact, it is used @as shorthand for readins,

° “

. . Y . ”
.
. . . < . .
' 28 ‘ -
- - -
B : P g .
R .

- % . Pl
" take their place'in society. gn S0 doing; it create:\an extremely »’,/.'

Ad ‘. s
A PO

Emphasizes minimal educatlonal outcomes rather than "equallty of

ootentlal " Whlle these phrases also/have a rhetorical“component

> .
they “tend to lift our aspirations and expectations ’ "minamal "
~ . N - -

.competency testlng" suggests concern for a range of skllls, be-: :

; -

writing and arithmetic. "The ohrase 1mplies that it 1s posslble

to define “functioning in a@ociety" in & way that mould generate
o e
consensus, a most ‘unlikely prospegt. ;t further ‘supposes that the
z - . - “.;‘l
attributes of "functioning in-socjéty"'can be studied an@‘made to .-«

reveal "competencies” which can.be taught, another;unlikély;pros-

. = Y "
. .-
- . Lo, °

a ﬁ?&t. Minimal competency testing represents a narrowly instru- ")

'mental view of the purpose of: education. A

3

Minimal competency tegiinz‘is one of a number‘p/ycurrent

educatlonal policies which, are resultlng in - the ce tral deter- .

mlnation of 1mporta%;‘educational deciyions. In *he past, the
local board of education was the final arbiter of 1nstitutional

policies and- practices. -To be sure,: 'some policles for local

institution were set elsewhere, but for practical purposes. "

’ most 1mportant pollcies and practices were establlshed ‘at the

local” level. ‘if a ctudent, parent, or: teacher\had a problem

with institutional policies or'practices, 1t was everyone's ex-.

pectation that the problem would-be resoifed locally or not .at ..
all. Today. that expectation has changed drama\ucally. "R person ‘ ﬂh
. . N '3;“ B e ‘ | - '
‘ # S
A - "{"'
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. . "
wwth a grlevappe about the way in.which he is belng a?fected by

) /e
his in t1tutlon s, pol’01es or practlces may try first-to resolve -

it locally’ HoWever. should he fail to‘resolve it to his satis-

factlon locally. heew1ll often turn to author1t1es éxternal to

v

_J the 1nst1tutlon./

*
o! ~

One of ; the results of the phenomenon of- appeal to external

-

authorltles for the resolutlon of 1nst1tutlona1 problems 1s the

S

dr*ft to centrallza\Xoﬂ. An external authorlty cannot-generally\ ‘
‘" mak® policy for a single 1nst1tutlon. Jhen”an external author1ty
. A4

resnonds to. a nroolem, it makes nollcy for all s;m11ar 1nst1tutlons

“within lts Jurlsolctlor. Jhen a state authority ‘'attempts to colve

.

©an educational protlem;: 1t imposes a solution ¢n ‘all schools in

} . the state, . "gen’ the Tederal government attempts to solve an
' ) ' » [ ¥ 2 . - * o '
ueducational problem, if imposes, the solution on all schools in

. the n&t’}«on.

The trend began with.the failure of local officials to meet

the demands of their constituents--often minority or dispossessed--

together w1th the reallzatlon that hlgher authorltles were in- e

¢
—

creaslngly ‘willing to 1ntervene. In the past, if a parent were
‘d1ssat1sf1ed w1th ‘the quality of education, “he exerted Lnfluehce
1ocally to/ ra1se standards., If that did ngt work, he suffered.
s1lent1y_or otherwise., In the past, if a child could not read
and do arithmetic, his parents wohld appeal to‘looal officials to
solve the problem. If‘local officials~were hnwilling or ble
to deah w1th the problem, the search for a solutlon %S?Ed there.
e

Now 1i ke-mlnded oareq{s suooort state level minimal competency '

rtesting. In the vast, if a female teacher believed.that she

=
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were being dxscrlmlnated against in promotlon decisions, she could

@ e

oniy-complain to loeal offfcials. If that did not work, she
suffered most often sllently. Now, because women resorted\to
the courts and to lobbylnf, federally 1mposed protection exists.

In the nast, 1f a parent were den;ed access -to school records, he .
had thtle recourse. He suffered in iegnorance of the contengs of ;é .

theprecords. Now, federally .imposed procedures regulate his access

-

to Ris child's recerds. In the past, a handicapped gﬁild'might

re¢eive less than adequate treatment at the hands of the school.

- ! - ‘ .o ~

Recourse by the'parents of handicapped chiidren to the states, the~c

céurts. ahd the federal government now guarantees adequate-treat- ~
. i i 4 N .”
ment. 3Students aﬁcﬁi"icmﬁevsGEEEHHed“aﬁd'feachers"aﬁ%ut"fc’be d}sajk

3

missed no 1onger have to suffer the discretionary deCISIOnS of (//__,

school officials, The courts have guaranteed that a Eggrlng be . ’
held, Schools no Longer can segregate children by race. And,

increasingly, states are losing the discretion to spend more money

in rich school districts and,less money in poor school districts.

The perceived faifﬁre of school officials to solve important

b T
%

€ducational and social grobl:Es/has resulted in a growing dimuni-_‘ Lo

~

tion of local discretionary autho iy, Jhlle the objectives of -

the naw educational policieg 4dre salutory, they have the unintended

»t

effect of increasing tralization of school governidnce, Moreover
the trend is aceeieraiing because recourse to higher authority is .

wi—y - - . . «

becoming hatitual.

. ~e
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vl D. A Modest Recommendation

——

- Growing bureaucratization and centralization in education are

Fl

. the results of efforts by polioymakers_(and those the& represént)

. to solve educgtional protlems. The two major problems are in-

-

equality in education and low academic achievement. .Generally,

problers associated._with eq&qlity in education--with the distri-

5 " “ . A
/; tuticr of opoortunities or resources--are not serious techhical
. “ , *
© nroplems; ‘they are politiczl proBlems. dhen the local majoritarian
[3 * 5 s
nrocesses fail to deliver egqual %ooortunity, those who suffer dig-

é

crimiration invoke- higher authorloles. Nher local schools dre- T

-5

. cr1m1nate on the basis of race, economic status, handicavo, or sex,

r

action by higher authorities will redress the imbalance.j7The proper
~ distribution or opportunities and resources is a goal which can be

promoted throuph leglslatlon, and, where necessary, lltlvatlon.
Y

"The goal of»equa’ltj has been and is being promoted by court C .

-

decisions, federal'leglslatlon and state 1eglslation. Progress has

s . ~ & -
“Tteen mades more is requlred . C. .

.
-

4owever..a rnew soa1 has begun to capture the atteﬁklo» ~of those

who make volicy for education, rhat zoal is to make e‘ducatlona1
. : ~r
1nst1tut10ns more etficient anb more effective. - At tlmes. that

¥

-g0al appears to arise as a react;on to efforts to equal*ze the e
\

distribution of oooortunltles

&

-

or reggurces., Jlll‘a more vequal

& <
w7 s

distribution of opportu. tles gr resources make" educatlonal 1n-

soztutlons ‘more efficient or e ective? At other times the goal

is lnvoked to conjure 1nages oP waste and dupllcatlon._ At still

R}

other oxmes. the soal 1s 1n.vokéd to promote educational achleve-

-

. . ment, Leglslatﬂon ra court order is sought to solve the problem

\QM.. , * h;fw -
A » CSe .
N ~x s . . v
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", dents. do not learn, . The uestlon is Mther hlgh le%l pochy

and its staff ' .

,’ﬁ : gz . .
I : 3 J [ ‘
“ .
. * = 1,
of low academl-c achlevément. N K - .. ) . .
-5 ' ’ . \ e

Policy deslgned to so"ve the nroblem'of low academn:\achleve- L
mtent 1s Qualltatlvelj dlfferent from pollcy deslgned to sol‘Vef the T
problem of unequal educa\/ional opportunlty. The solutlon to the o~

PO

problem of . low achlevement is more techn1cal than pﬂ;tlcal : It

is true that some teachet‘ do not tea,ch It 1§ true that some ‘stu-
" g

1ntervent10ns will !olve those oblevank rot. '@eﬁauses Ly
of these oroblems are deep\.f The* are t llkely to respond’ td’ thel v )

kmds of oollcy 1nterventldns per’nltted by our current state of R VU
| knowled e about +each1n an learn*ng and policy’ 1nterve ion. . =~ |
o aching and | R B
_ Three r_gommendatlons ﬂo‘low: P : o )
. '\\ 4 . ) 1
“L1) rhzher levels of government should be conoerned w1th pro-
RN N -4
moting equality “of educatlonal opportunatv. L % "o - T

(2\ The establlshmept of standards and the operatlon of *

schools should be the respons:.bllltJ of the’ local)ﬁoard gf educatlon

® \“ .
(3) Minimal competency test1ng W1ll\{ot solve the problems of -,
”~ ‘ L™

oo&‘ learnlng and poor teachlng, serious researclh is requlred . v

b . ' . : x
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Florida's Zducational Accountability Act of 1976 T P
7 A . )

Perhaps the most comprehensive minimal ‘competency testing
lezlslatlon enacted in 1976 was Florida's E&ucatiohal Account-"
. v

ahility Act of 1976, The law mandated 1earning while preserving T

L]

many dthgr elemen;i/gf acﬁountabilityu Its intent was to:

(a Prov}dk a‘system of agcountability . o
for educat*on/ln\ETOrlda which guarantdes that> - ) . -
each student is afforded sxmllar opportunities
for,educatlonal aaxancement without regard to
geographlc differences and~vary1ng local eco- .
nom:c factors.- - . e

”

-5

» . ) N .
{b) Provide information for education .
) . decision-makers at the state, district, and” .
' a school levels so that resources.may be

< J appropriately allocated and the needs of the o
" system of public- educatlon met in a tlmply \ ;
manner, ! . . . e

: (c) Provide information about costs of -
educational programs ard the differential o
effectiveness of ‘differing instructional pro- '
| ) -grams :so that the educational process may be " -
. lmproved continually., . . ’ T

o s - '

(d) Guarantee to each s»ud‘ht in the ‘ T
Florida system of public education that the ’
system provi ides instructional vrograms which
meet minimum oerformanca standards compatible -
Ve with ;the state's ‘plan for education.

. " (e) “Provide a‘more tHorough analysis of .
’ program costs and the degree tg which the various .
districts are meeting the minimum pefformance Cor
standards estatlished by the State Board of et
Zducation. , , ) aoov
o (f) *Provide information to the public ! -
about the performance of the Florida' systém of '
public_education in meetipg establlshed goals ‘ o .
and providing e’fective, meaningful, and relevant ’
7 educational experiences deszgned to give students. . e
at least the minimum skills necessarxl}o function
and survive in tqday's society, . . RN
3 * /

“While the minimum performance standards may appeér to;be characteris-. =

/ *

. . . Ty -\-‘. - e 4" t\ . . e
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tics of programs, it-soon becomqgwclear that they are standards’

for students.to attain; in‘short “the 'sygtem is to guhrahtee(ghaf:

s
Y

each student attain a specified standard.

. The basic skills portion of the act specifies what every

student is to learn: \ - ;

B (1) The Legislature.recognizes'.that the
: early years of a pupil's education are crucial
to his future and that mastery of the basic
skills of communication and ccmputation is-
essential to the future educational and personal
" success of an individual, The first priority -~ , -
of the public schools of Florida shall be to SAZ
assure. that all Floridians, to the extent thelr
individual physical, mental, and emotioral
capacities permit, shall achieve mastery of the
basic skills. -

) 4

The term "basic skills,” for the purpose gf this—v/y(
section, means reading, wr¥ting, and arithmetic.- '
Zarly childhood ahd basdic skills development
programs shall be made available by the school
districts to all school age c¢hildren, especially
those enrolled in kindergarten and grades.one
_through three, and sshall provide effective,
meaningful, and relevant educational experiences
'designed to give.students at least the mirnimum
skills necessary to function and surviyerin .~
today!s society. : C

_(2) In implementing the.intent of this
section, each school district shall develop a
program for early childhood and basic skills
development. The early childhood and basic skills
program shall be developed cooperatively Dby school
administrators, teachers, parents, and other S
community groups or individudls having an. interest
iyﬂ programs or having expertise in the field
ogvea‘ly'childhood education or basic skills
development. =

(3) - Each district's.early childhood and
b26ic skills development program shall te -based
on guidelihes prepared by the Department of
Education.... The Program shall assure shat each
pupil is enrolled in a program designed to meet. -
his' individual needs and that he achieves that °
level of mastery of the basic skills which his
capacities permit. - ¢ '

As well the law specifies the contingencies should a student

+
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fail to.attain minimum performagce standards:

-

. (1). By July 1, 1977, each district school
. bodrd shall. establish a comprehensive program
for pupil progression which shall be based upon
an evaluation of each pupil's perfortance, in- ..
cluding how well he masters the minimum per-
formance standagds approved by the state board. de
*{2) Thé district program for pupil pro- =
gressior_shall be based upon local goals and .
objectives which are compatible with the state's
plah for education and whicH supplement the
minimum performance standards. approved by the

"state Eoard of Zducation. Particular emphasis,

* however, shall te placed upon the pupil's.mastery -
of the basic skills, egoecially reading, before
he'is promoted from the third, fifth, eighth
and eleventh grades. Other pertinent factors
«considered by the teacher’ tefore recommending
that a pupil progregs “from ore grade to another

" shall be prescribed by the distriet school
board in its rules. " .

.

.

(3) -Beginning with the 1978-79 school
- year; each district.school board shall®establish
standards for graduation from its secondary
'schools.. Such standards’shall include, but not,
. be limited to, mastery of the basic; skills .and-
saiﬁsfactory performance in functional. literacy
as Qetermined by.-the $tate Eoard’ of Education, -
and the completion of the minimum number of
.cred®ts required by the district school toard.
Zach district shall develop procedures for the .
- .remediation of those. students who are unable
to meet such standards. “Eased on these gtandards
each .district shall provide for the.awarding of
. certificates of attendance.and may provide for
differentiated diplomas to correspond with the
-varying achievement levels or competencies of
T its secondary studerts. .

In additionj, the law reguires; .edncationai:pladning (including '«

~

the creation'of\a managément - information system)j research and

fﬁayalopment “io qssess,fhe effécts of alterrative educatiomal

J/ . : . . " - . . :
“practice;" educational evalliation:"procedures for diagnosis

and plaggment of students in speéial programs for exceptional

students to determine that the district is following the ¢riteria
. K .« , ""? ' .
, N
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for *placement establis
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wide assessment testin

State reports;. and sch
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hed by rules of: the state board;" state- '

£ Programs (sic)s school, district. and

§

ool adviséry committees, (but these shall .

o

not have "any of the powers and- duties now reserved by law to

.

ard.”) -




